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Applicant requests review of the final rejection in the above-identified application. No amendments are being filed 
with this request. 



This request is being filed with a notice of appeal. 
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REMARKS ACCOMPANYING PRE-APPEAL BRIEF REQUEST FOR REVIEW 
In response to the final Office Action dated December 23, 2005, Applicants 
respectfully request a review of the final rejection in the above-identified application. 
Applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner's rejections of the Claims are improper 
as an essential element needed for a proper prima facie rejection is missing (e.g., the 
teaching of all of the recited claim limitations). Claims 1-4, 6-11, and 13-15 are rejected 
under 35 USC 102(e) as being anticipated by Tanaka. Claims 5 and 12 are rejected under 
35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tanaka in view of Heim. 

KEY CLAIM LIMITATIONS THAT ARE NOT MET BY THE CITED REFERENCES 
Tanaka does not teach a pad metal layer having a perimeter area and a center area, 
as set forth in independent Claims 1 and 9. Furthermore, Tanaka does not teach a 
plurality of vias formed in the interlayer dielectric and positioned in a ring arrangement 
below the pad metal layer, as recited in Claims 4 and 1 1 and the respective claims from 
which they depend. 

CLAIM LIMITATIONS REGARDING PERIMETER AREA AND CENTER AREA 
Claim 1 sets forth a semiconductor device that includes a pad metal layer having a 
perimeter area and a center area. This division of the pad metal layer into sections is later 
referenced with respect to apertures ("apertures below said center area") and vias ("said 
vias are below said perimeter area"). 

In the final Office Action, the Examiner has referenced Tanaka, column 6, lines 

20-67 (corresponding to Fig. 1) as containing subject matter that teaches the 
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aforementioned limitations of Claims 1 and 9. The Examiner equates the pad metal layer 
with Tanaka element 100. However, Applicants have reviewed Tanaka thoroughly and 
submit that Tanaka neither discloses nor distinguishes between a perimeter area and a 
center area of element 100. 

Accordingly, the limitations regarding the pad metal layer having a perimeter area 
and a center area recited in Claims 1 and 9 are not taught by Liu and thus an essential 
element needed for a prima facie rejection based on the cited reference is not present. 

CLAIM LIMITATIONS REGARDING RING ARRANGEMENT OF VIAS 
Both Claim 4 and Claim 1 1 recite that the vias are positioned in a ring 
arrangement below the pad metal layer. In the final Office Action, the Examiner has 
referenced Tanaka, column 7, line 15 (corresponding to Figs. 1 and 2A) as containing 
subject matter that teaches the aforementioned limitations of Claims 4 and 1 1 . However, 
Examiner's assertion is directly contradicted by subject matter that is disclosed by 
Tanaka. As noted from figure 2A, the device depicted therein contains conductive 
materials 1 10a/b-l 17a/b. Applicants respectfully submit that conductive materials 
1 10a/b-l 17a/b as depicted in Fig. 2 A are clearly not positioned in ring arrangement, but 
rather a grid arrangement, comprising a plurality of rows and columns (4 rows and 4 
columns in Fig. 2A). Applicants respectfully submit that the grid arrangement of Tanaka 
teaches away from the ring arrangement of the embodiments of the present invention as 
recited in Claims 4 and 11. Accordingly, the limitations regarding the ring arrangement 
of via under the pad metal layer recited in Claims 4 and 1 are not taught by Tanaka and 
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thus an essential element needed for a prima facie rejection based on the cited reference is 
not present. 

CONCLUSION 

In summary, Applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner's rejections of the 
Claims are improper as key limitations needed for proper prima facie rejections of 
Applicants' Claims are not met by the cited references as outlined above. Moreover, 
because key limitations of independent Claims 1 and 9 (from which Claims 2-8 and 10-1 5 
depend) are not met by Tanaka, Applicants respectfully submit that the rejection of 
Claims 1-4, 6-1 1, and 13-15 under 35 USC 102(e) as being anticipated by Tanaka is 
improper and should be reversed. Furthermore, because the limitations recited in Claims 
4 and 1 1 are not met by Tanaka, Applicants respectfully submit these claims additionally 
overcome the rejection under 35 USC 102(e) on their own merit, and thus that the 
rejection of Claims 4 and 1 1 is improper and should be reversed. Additionally, because 
key limitations of Claims 5 and 12 (which depend from Claims 1 and 9 respectively) are 
not met by Tanaka, and the shortcomings of Tanaka are not remedied by Heim, the 
rejection of Claims 5 and 12 under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tanaka in 
view of Heim is improper and should be reversed. 
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